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Preface 



F.va] 11^1 1: .ion of the cduccitional progress of handicapped 
children and evaluation of the programs in which they 
are placed has been an ongoing concern for parents, 
teachers, administrators, and researchers. The passage 
of Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act of 1.975, has emphasized the need for account- 
ability--both for progress made by individual children and 
for overall effectiveness of special education programs. 

The state directors of special education in Region 3 
(which includes Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Utah and the Bureau of Indian Affairs schools) requested 
the Southwest Regional Resource Center (SRRC) to address 
the problem of measuring the effectiveness of resource 
proqrams--programs that serve handicapped children for 
that part of the day when they leave the regular class- 
room for intensified special help. 

The SRRC bbtainc^d the services of two consultants to pre- 
pare a process model and to conduct a limited field test 
of the model. The consultants retained were Dr. Betty D. 
Harrison, coordinator' of special education at Brigham 
Young University, and Mrs. Tribly Dallon, doctoral candi- 
date at BYU and- an experienced resource teacher. Special 
emphasis was to be given to measuring the effectiveness 
of the programs and the progress of handicapped children 
in the terms laid out in PL 94-142. ^ 

.This document contains the process model and forms uti- 
lized by the consultants, a report on the field test, and 
conclusions and recommendations. The model and the field 
test are discussed in the two major sections of this book. 

It is hoped that special education teachers and adminis- 
trators at the state, intermediate and local levels through 
out Region 3 will find here basic information upon which 
can be built the unique evaluation structures needed to 
assure that individual handicapped children receive appro- 
priate services, that effective programs are stengthened 
and maintained and that programs which might fall short 
are upgraded to meet legal requirements. 

This document, like others produced by the SRRC, is not 
seen as a final statement on how to solve a specific prob- 
lem; it is seen as one step in an ongoing process toward . 
more appropriate educational services for handicapped 
children and youth. 

• H. Wayne 'Johnson 
. . Director, SRRC 
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<"'M»i>.^ t i ( I •-;.vn"fr^ i)>"0'jr<*\Mi:"i N.iMod Mi)on I. ho rvrmni so 

Mt' Mh : • ' m |>pt m 1 clW.Td :.licMi\d roinain in liio least; 
r« i I i > .^."'lirui. 'iMiis t-T:(Mi(| lias roF^iiltOfl in 
p ' '^I'l'^'i' » M, 1 Iron w.i.t.h a \MrioVy of hrindi odfKS-- 
I'M'^ninf oi'cil.i. ) it notitr)!, re har^la t i.on , cniot lona.I 

«,1 : r. MM'h. i;>0(> , o. >i )n)nn i rat: ion (\ i sordors , motor i.rnpa i rniont-,-- 
i n !.h... i . > ■ t J ,i.^:sr-or>!n t-'ov a major porhion of eaoh 

j.>y with sM»M''.'il. r>iipf.n)rt: aorviccs boinq provided 
\'Y ' in.' '^'.cniroo [>''o<.|ram. 

Al'I'iiMli •! )m:i boi'ti .1 .similar trend toward traininq 

rt':-.;-'iri • h.-i's t <:» 1mi "qonoral is t^^" who can adaf:)t: thr^ 

''.'M '!^'^^ ♦ ;;«■> 'irv^s to I lio noods of each hand j.Ccippod child,, 
i-n acM'!.:'!' ' r\;n<.- .r»v^;onT'co teachers have ft^imd th»"mnse 1. ves 
ca t'.' i' ) ' < V J f ' •/ iTtiin^'d l)rit placed in a settinq requiring 
ijon- -r t ! 1 : ;>r(.^c:o lui'os . The problem has been intensified 
i n . t h rur-a! ii-ia:"; whore the availability of ancillary 
s[>f.^cioi I ! ;•; t. s i limi.ted, and the resource teacher lyiay find 
that the rospons J.ln. 1 i ty for identification, pl^icement, 
q(vi ] so 1 or }. i np. , d i aqnos is , programming , teaching s t rategies , 
o^/aliiat Ion of proqre^ss, and accountability rests with the 
rosi»\ir(^n p>-oqt-af'U This has resulted all too frequently 
in Hie [ j1 ao.^rrvMit of he;ndicapped children in resource pro- 
grams whoro thD qoais and strategies become the same for 
all chi. Jdron regardless of handicapping condition. Urban 
areas have ex{.H'>rienced similar problems due to the large 
number of children requiring services. 

It is recognized tliat there are commonalities among handi- 
cap|>ing conditions as well as commonalities between handi- 
capped and nonhandicapped children which should.be consid- 
ered, but it is also recognized that this is a departure from 
the individualization concept upon which programs for the 
handicapped have been based and which has been mandated 
by both federal and state legislation. Funding is granted 
on categorical eligibility; quality as well as quantity 
in educating the handicapped must be considered in order 
to determine whether or not funding is justified. 

The .lack of a process model for determining the progress 
of handicaoped children in resource settings has been a 
problem for f ede ral , state and district administrative 
personnel who mush evaluate programs and determine eligi- 
bility for funding. 

3 
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'I^^^:- Mr.^i ! , tT' (Km' wit!) f' i \ro l.yp^'S f t^x<"opt. Lon 

■ i I M •. II ■ .>:i : 

I . ; • :i M- ■ n 1 sal) i ] r t 1 ; ( LD) 

. . y-'-' M. i ':m i 'v liriiK 1 'p ijui Condi fioii'v 

li i;:. .il. U.' Montal Rofardafcron (FMR) 
■I. y'.riov iland i rMipi')} ncf Condihions (MFI) 
. ■riiPM;\ : ca t- i nn Pisnrdors (CD) • 

T'.'.st' harul'i . ' -^.pf > i ncj ci.nidi Lions would normally be in the 
mild or I'' >HrT\\t:'.- ranqci in ordtjr ho jushify plnccmont in 
a rr-sni: jct^ T,>roqram, Tho stops in the model should also 
he r{h(^r -woaii of handicap for which the 

i.t'^::: Ml] . • ' : v.'o u .1 d 1;-,? a Of )>:op r i a t c ; however , it would 

hf- s; ;Mij^^l \t ! ho t.tMc^her would possess highly special- 
ist::.: i.kill.. (f^railJ.e, sign lanquage for the deaf, etc) 
i\) addi* ' to t.ho ii.s)ial training for a resource teacher, 
Likov/isv., Lhu severely handicapped child would normally 
be placed in a more restrictive setting in order that 
his neecJs might be more adequately met. 

The mode?] is based upon the requirements outlined in 
Public Law* (PL) 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped 
Childrc.r. .w-i of 197"). Perhaps one of the most important 
asp*^-KM H of " th(^ Act i.s tb.e roquirement of the development 
at th.- sc.hnol district level of an "individualized educa- 
+-ion i:>roaram" for each and every handicapped child served, 
T h o Ac \ ( 1 n \ i n o s t: his a s 

. . • Ti v.ri tton statement for each handicapped child 
rir..r(;> 1 op»^d IP any meetina by a representative of 
{-ii ^ inc.li educational agency or an intermediate 
iv^]c^-^ t.ir n-^. I iinj t who shall be qualified to pro- 
VI dr, n" :;u:^er*\*i.se the provision of, specially 
■/losvgnod in.^? traction to meet the unique needs of 
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)>^<nrli napnrd children;, the '..eacher , the parnn ts 
/'or guarrlian of such ch i.l.rl^ and, whenover/ appro- 
'^'V pri-^te. snnh child, vrhinh st-.atement shal/l include 
y/ (A) a 5j;i:ahf^Tnent of the prtiisent levels qo: educational 
/ nc-r fo^-^iarcr:^ of s.uch chiin, (B) a statement oE annual 

cTD.vl r; , inc'l ndinn sh.ort-term instructitj^nal obioctive.s , 
V . /\ (p^ a . n tatenenl: of the specific ^educational services 
' ; to he prQw-^rVd to such child, -and the extent to which 
sueh ch i M wi ll be ablr^ to participate ir^ regular 
oduca^ivonaT programs- (P) the projected date, for 
initiation and ant icipated duration of such services , 
andf (H) appropriate ohjective criteria and evalu- 
ation prorednres and schedules for determining, on 
-'^t Tea;~t an annual basis, wh:ether instructional 
objectives are being achieved- / 

Tb'^s"* ,1 ndi.vidual plans must be developed by appropriate , 
prof <:ss;:o,na I. personnel cin the school' district in consulta- 
tion with the pa\*ent, and if possible, the child himself. 

The du:? process requirements in PL 9 3-38'0 are refined in 
PL 94- ! 42^, " These include the right of the parent to 

■-examine h/is. child's educational records; to request inde- 
penden^i e-^'^aluation of the, child; to written prior notice 

. i.f the school proposes to initiate or change, or refuses 
to initiate or change, the identification, evaluation or 
^educational placement of the child; informed ' consent , 
including information in the native language; and an 
impartial due process hearing and appeal. 

. , PL 9 4-1 42 * provides for federal funds to be granted to - 
- the local educational agency (LEA) baseci upon a master 
plan for serving the handicapped of the state. An 
increasing percentage of federal funds will be passed 
on to the LEA; ove r th e projected years through 19.82. 
' Evaluation of. the ■ ef f ecti'vene¥s"13f ' indiv^idua 
-struction./ least restrictive placement and procedures to 
prevent^ erroneous classification of children must be 
provided. 

Inasmuch as :cQ-*50urce programs have become a- prevalent 
option for placing handicapped children in the least ^ 

■restrictive setting, the necessity for determining the 
effectiveness of such programs will be felt by the LEA, 
. SEA (state educational agency) and federal argencies . 
Tbe greatest impa however, will be on the personnel 
in each individual school and particularly on the 

; resource . teaicher -who is responsible for direct delivery ;^ 
of services to handicapped children. 



The' oroce?^P Tpnriel represents a sequence of steps to bo 
foj'iowecl in evaluatinq the ef f:ecti veness of a resource 
^roa-aTTi, It is recoqni?;.ed that the specific individ- 
uaiization for each handicappc^d child should be reviewed 

least annually. The nrocess model may be applied ,.o 
t>e P.v.^lua! :on of an i.ndivid.nal child's program or tn 
l-he e^ralu^i-ica of the total resource program in a school, 
district or state. An evaluation may be requested by 
•the 'state educational agency, the local educational agency 
or a parent v;ith concern for a particular child. Most 
pvalnationr./ however, will probably be performed to 
determine eligibility for. funding as required under • 
PL 9 4- T 4 2 - ' ■ ' • 



E\'aluation Procedures 



Prenara;:ion for evaluation should begin at the time a 
rp.c^.^-irrie program is initiated. Only by follov;in>-, a 
cr,-nc.'< c^tGvi'r: patt'-rn designed to meet both quality and 
Qvi^nt-itv controj. can personnel prepare for a valid eval- 
uation of the effectiveness of the program in meeting the 
needs of handicapped children. Personnel in effective, 
resource programs should be prepared for program evalu- 
ation at all times; however, if a comprehensive evalu- 
ation of all resource programs within a large district, 
region or state is to be conducted, advance planning and 
preparation are necessary. 



T ime 1 i ne f o r C omprehensive Evaluation 

A sugaested schedule of evaluation activities and arrange- 
ments "is graphically portrayed in Figure 1* page 8. 
Adaptations will be necessary to meet the /needs of each 
-sit^uaJ^onj_.ho_v7everj._the inter ven ing time ybe twee n the ^ 
request for evaluation and dTssemihationy^"o-f-tlTC--TH^^syl-ts 
should be as short as possible. This if essentiaXi^n 
order to maintain a high level of individual Gommi^sineTit 
on the 'part of the staff and to maximi^ze benefits to 
individual handicapped students for whom changes in pro- 
cedure may be necessary as a result pf the evaluatipn. 

If the evaluation of the effectiveness of resource pro- 
arar^^s within a school district is/to be included in an. 
evaluation of all special education seryices .within the 
district, the detailed procedures outlined in, a report 
submitted to the Division of Instructional Support Ser- 
^'ices, Utah State Board of Education on, July 15, 1974 
mav be helpful. The title of '■ the report is "A Process 
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Cumulative 
Time 


Maximum 
Time for 
Each Step 






Week 1 


At least 
5 weeks 
prior to 
visit 


W^ek 2 


At least 
4 weeks 
prior to 
visit 


Week 3 


At least ^ 
3 weeks 
prior to 
visit 


Week 4 


^ At least 
weeks 
prior to 
visit 


Week 5 


At least 
1 week 
prior to 
visit 


Week 6 


Evaluat ion 
team visit 


Week 8 


Not more 
than 2 
weeks 
after 
visit 


Week 9 


Not more 
than 3 
weeks 
after . 
visit 


Week 10 ^ 


Not more 
than 4 
weeks 
after 
visit 


Ongoing 


Follow- 
up 



Request for* evaluation received. 



Informal planning meeting(s) held for 
SEA and LEA evaluation coordinators. 



Written notice and explanation of 
evaluation sent. 



Questionnaires sent to parent's home 
either by mail or through resource 
teachers. 



Data gathering procedures established 
by SEA and LEA coordinators to include 
school schedule's, staff assignments, 
student names or codes. Questionnaires 
distributed to classroom teachers and » 
ancillary personnel. 

Evaluation team visit conducted. Staff 
preparation rtieeting held. Questionnaires 
collected from classroom teachers, students, 
ancillary personnel, and parents by staff 
responsible. Interviews and record reviews, 
conducted . 

Data collated and analyzed. Results com- 
piled by SEA and LEA evaluators. Effec- 
tiveness of resource programs individually 
arid district-wide determined. 



Report prepared. Summary of evaluation in- 
written form typed and copJ^ed. Written 
notification of dissemination meeting sent 
to LEA and SEA personnel. 



Results disseminated. Meeting held of LEA 
and SEA- representatives to consider findings 
and conclusions and discussion'^ of plans for 
implementation of recommendations.- 



Ongoing staff development, both indivi4ually 
and collectively, based, on evaluation results 
Preparation for future evaluations. 



Fig. '1 Timeline for Comprehensive Evaluation 

8' • 
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Model for the Evaluation of Pupil Personnel and Special 
Education Through a Third-Party Team. " 

0 

Selectio n of Evaluation Team , ■ 

The evaluation team for a comprehensive review should 
be selected in the planning meeting (s) of the LEA and 
SEA repr^esentatives . Members of the team should be 
knowledgeable in the areas of handicapping conditions 
and placement options, public school procedures and 
requirements of PL 94-142. Absence of bias should be 
a prerequisite. 

Tf the review .is requested for a particular resource 
program or with regard to a particular child, the iif^r- 
tial evaluator(s) should be selected in a meeting of 
those requesting the review aftd the LEA representatives. 
It is likely that most evaluations will be conducted by 
specialists from the SEA. , 

Participants . - ■ 

The roles of all participants in the evaluation should 
be clarified by the LEA representative coordinating the 
total evaluation process. Parents and students should 
be included whenever possible. Although role definition 
will be unique to the district or school, the - following 
list may suggest representatives to be included: 

''/j^'^. District superintendent 

District supervisor of special education 
Principal (of each school haying a resource program) 
.Resource teacher (of each program to be evaluated) 
Classroom teachers 

Parents " 
■ Students * ' 
Ancillary personnel , 
Psychologist 

Social worker ' ° . 

Counselor i 
Nurse 

Communication specialist (speech therapist, 
audiologist, etc.) \ 
Consultants 

Medical (psychiatrist, neurologist, physician, etc 
Clinical (behavior therapist, family or marriage 

counselor, private educational specialist, etc.) 
Diagnostic (psychometrist , diagno^stic teacher , 

psychodiagnostician, etc.) 



Coj.l-Ggc OT' university trpinRRs and/^"^ faculty. 

•All p^^rs'^^nnol to he Involved 'in the evaluation should be 
mM r-i pd i.ri wrltinrr . ■ The typ^?. of involyGmcnt "^r^y vary 
rr--^^ . con:"^! nt i on r z^" quef^tian.nairf^^s to personal inte,r^^inv;s . ^ 
[\o '-^viows of rt'^cords. Arrangements should be "^rnadri for 
■ r>f=^. Ri^mfcers of tho revaluation team to meet v/ith, d.i strict 
;^nrl 1 n/i.-v*! ?^phon] Dersonnel. ■ 

S tVi f. f . r e p n a t i. o n ^' <^ e t i n g . 

A ^vr.^ r\r\ n:- ^r>:^.x''^'.ti'''a Tnp.^^ting may het useful bn*"tT>e day , of 

h o V.?. 1 1 1 p i n r;- <^ v. V i s .:. t . T h o a g e r.da o f the m e e t :^ ng 
sh.o\i].d include discussion o£ the goo)J:^,of the evaluation, 
planned ^r il izp^tion of the ■ results. ,'^'^^d'3;-|istments to 
schedules of r^'ra-::^, and the introduction, and definition, 
of roles o:J l:he rart icipants The meeting should be 
baseVl or a ^-nirit^of cooperative endeavor in the interests 
of handicapped children rather than on feelings of 
suspicion or resentment, . . 

Data Ga th e r in g • ' 

Information should be obtained through^use "of guestion- 
naires, interviev/s, observations and record reviews. 
Sample copies of procedural forms for these types of 
data gathering are included in Appendix A (pp. 47-59). 
These forms should be adapted or revised' as appropriate 
to the evaluation setting (native language, content, 
format , etc . ) . 

Questionnaires . Regular classroom teachers, ancil- 
lary personnel, parents and the handicapped children 
themselves should contribute to the evaluation of the 
effectiveness of a resource program. A child's progress 
in learning to overcome his handicap or in learning how 
to live with it should be reflected in his daily activities 
at home and at school. Changed attitudes as well as 
improved personal competencies should be considered to 
be important by-products of the resource program. Although 
personal interviews would be the most appropriate method 
of gathering data from. parents , regular classroom teachers , 
ancillary pe^^sonnel, and the child himself, .the large ^^^vf^ 
numbers of people to - be contacted in a comprehensive re- 
view may be surveyed more readily by printed ins trujpen ts . 

Questionnaires should be distributed to parents of handi- 
capped children in the resource program at least two 

• 1.0 
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.u:,>,;;rc. pv;ir;r^.'^ th^. eyal.iirvf-.-i o;i tnam visit. The question-- 
n;:, • rf^^'v nnv i^'^- i .1 od or t-^' be .sent home with chil-- 

Hrv^n jr ^"i^/t rn-o.-rrrTn i.n r-, rr:..-T' ^.o■saL^7'P. postage costs. The 
worHi^.7^of ^.^o qnrrF-^'-.ioT^ncii^rcs slionld be c'.s' hontechnic^.l 
as j-os^rii^v*^ r-'. a^'^ tr^n \'onnired to coipo.lotr^^ the- answers 

c:]uvj].d ^-'-^ ""^o ^ TTi i irpVim. , n ohvclopc nhould be pro-- 

vi^;.(;d ^Tor j -turn i no the nuns^ionnairo in ordor to pr^f^nrvG 
rr-ni-.i dpnhlalitv- and to be certain - that tho cornpiotcd 
-j Pc--rPTrr n IS vpi-:]r])od to^t'io propcr district mpvospnta- 
tive.' If ' ^'"^ av.estronnah:,c. liar; not been rntn-^^ed vril-.hin 
one v^Q.'-'k a'T'-' ir "dj.stri.b-.ticn, a fo].lov7~n,p noto or profor- 
ablvrc, r^^^j'c:"-^p \ i-c^" cpbrve 'rAi:^. should bc^. diroctod to tbo 
p;:^v.;-.p^ or -r.^qc. pron^pt r'-^turn and to clari-^y any . 

quest lo'i'o ahout tho procodvire. 

Gnc':=t i't.-P iM'oa i or vt>gu1ar. classroom teachers and anoil- 
t- no. ' -MT-l sbou].d" ^o d i ^- 1 r j pu l^od at ioar^t one v/eoh ' 
y:-:':nr:o- i] cvalu tic n f^am vi^^jt.' Persona]. fc]].ov;-np 
by . tho dis::rict evaluation representative should ensure 
return -of all r-;:;os tionnai.res on or before the date of 
the evair.ation team visit. 

The rosoar CG tQ:iGher should complete th'^'Vquest ionnaire 
and give it to bhe evaluator at the ■ conclusi'on of the 
records review. ' Ideally, this ^should be during an 
interviev/ between the evaluator and the re^source teacher (s) 
to clarify any questions v/hich the evalilator might have . 
relative to the program. ^ - ■■ " 

In ter views : Handicapped children will provide 
valiiabTe "oval^^^ information if they are skillfully 

interviowod , In a p.-^rsortal interview the evaluator is 
able to determine the seriousness of the child's answersr; 
and-can also deal with the child's limit^A'tions in read-r" 
ing and/or writing- The interview should be conducted 
in a conversational form. If the child is told before 
the interview starts that the evaluator would like to 
make some notes of the conversation, there, is usually' - 
less puriosity- on the part of the child, and m-^re care-v 
ful attention will- be given to the .interview. 

Older students may share their feeling's more readily 
in a group interviev; which is structured to maintain 
on- task behavior. They remain anonymous and are thus 
encouraged to respond ^candidly.' 

Telephone interviews may be conducted with parents rather 
than using printed questionnaires. This approach may be 
more eLfoctive in limi.ted evaluations when a small number 
of parents v^ould be involved. 

' - ' 11 / 
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Obse L- vat ions '. ■ The importance of structured pro- 
cedures ill •a resource program* and adherence to these 
procedures should not be minimized; however, it is Well 
recognized by educator. and lay person alike that the 
quality of an educational program is a -reflection of the 
characteristics of the teacher. The diversity of opinion 
as to* characteristics- \>^hieh- are desirable in a competent 
teacher makes~a~valid observation difficult to perform. 
There are, however, certain factors which should exist 
in an effective program. The suggested ojDservation 
form, included in the. Apperdix (p.' 56), covers factors 
related to the structure, the teacher and the child. 
The practice of using more than one observer for several 
observation periods increases the validity and reliability 
of the observation. Four or- more children from the review 
of records sample should be observed in the resource pro- 
gram under the direction of the resource teacher. Obser- 
vations of tea'in meetings and parent conferenefes?; add 
val°uable information to the evaluation, .'^-^-^'^-'^-l^ 

Steps in Recbrd Review ' / 

The evaluator should secure a list of student names 
(or identification codes) to include ail handicapped 
children, by cat^jgpry, in the resource program to be 
evaluated. The record of each child in the program may 
be reviewed or, in the interests of time, a random 
sample may be drawn from each category or handicap. 
The work are,^ provided for. the evaluator should permit 
ready access to the records file and should accommodate^ 
the record and evaluation materials . The evaluator 
■should check each' record in the sample for the follow- 
ing documanted procedures: 

Referral 

1. Was a documented referral made? Is it clearly 
indicated who initiated the referral? Was the regular 
classroom teacher involved? 

2. Was the referral form properly completed/ (dated,^ c 
signed, identifying' information on child complete) ? Was 
the reason for referral indicated (samples of classroom 
work, description of behavior, review, of cumulative 

file information) ? - 

3. Were the proper steps in the referral process 
followed (contact,between .regular classroom teacher and 
resource teacher, approval by principal)? Was the 
referral acted upon promptly (no more than one montij 
between referral date and action taken- during team 
meeting).? _ ' 

12 ■ 
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'J._ .\-->:-r' t'hp rc-^.l.(^ase for/ms ronip]!(^ted properly • (nhi.Vl ' <^ 
n.Tm.r>, rpn^'- "if; p.Mrso'n roquos'lnq release, date P'ireTit(s) 
f^T.nrr.cj, r'Olo..'u^r^ . .^irfnatnro of pr>rent (s) or. v/.ttnessed ,Tiark) ? 
Was rh?;? l.-iT-^^na^-^e i n thn rrO e-^^xse arpropriatn (ma jor 

\ v:vn^^ ♦ > .. 

2 , ' r ■ y --r / \1 r <^ o ol ^" .> t d for a 1 .1 n,'-^ rm a c f . 5. on s 
f "i-n.q r 1 nrr - luar i.c:>n. '"O-.n meot>j.ng if 0"^^r»r 1~b;in aqpnry 

n •^-••-OT- no 1. r-:. i-ho '"^ri?:od Ais'- attend, rlacnment in 

'::rs'mL i ' }-^-:- - rirr-^-i^ 7^ ' . ' 

3, re.l.oasos ccnv.)j.fj':ed pr-ior to any action takon 

v^iih. ::".q.z\ri Lc> thr i ^ ci ■ ( -r.r^i-.i r.a , discussion of possihl.n 
chancTc i. i. :.'^U;""'^ (:i ■ paj. p] acr^niGnt ) ? Wcrc^ parents notified 
abo-.it a-*: oris rc.rja.rdjnq^ (t-'ir child ( i nterorotat.i.o-n of 
'f- •-s'.-s r e:<;;l^?-n<it.. .ioV^ oC aj.t'::^:*iiativoR for he] ping .obi] dl ? 
Was plaoe:"^: nt of^ child spooi f ica] ly indicated (rcsonrcQ. 
self-contained)? 

s r-?cro'';'ni ng^ 

1. Vv-are ancillary personnel involved in the. screen- 
ing process, as needed (school nurse, psychologist, social 
worker, comaiuri ication specialist, etc,)'? Were reports 
.from anci 1. iary personnel complete (dates, serviceis provided, 

results) ? . . 

2, Was screening process related to referral reason 
(intellectual assessmv^n t by psychologist if referral sug- 
gests mental retardation, acnity test before perceptua]. 
test if referral suggests visual problem) ? , 

3* Were the commonalities of the child (with non- 
handicapped children as well, as with other handicapped 
children) considered in order that least restrictive 
placement could be followed?;^ 

Team M eeting 

1, Was an official r^ecqrd maintained of the,. team 
meeting , in which the child 's '.referral was presented 

(date of meeting, members proTsent, action taken)? ' . 

2. Was * there sufficient input from team members to 
justify placement decision (test resultis, interviews, 
information 'regarding any p3|evious p].acement) ? 




V^. v:h:i r;-.:e;jorv of scr /ice pat1-6^rn identiif ied for 
.'"•-'^■i.nn pnrvM-K;;os (LD, TM , EMF>, MH " CD)? Did child meet 

1 qi ivi 1 ••; ^•y r-; j.andards f or ■:"■■) te-gory as established by 
'••••■■'i r< ^'i'.o/'pj. qiri del i n-?:; 'a s least restrictive'^ place- 

rnejlt dp^t^ri'iinrvl '""^-^ ^c.^ dp cy^t"'m) ? 

4, \\k'>-o \i^rr^nts invol^*cd in the •"team innetinq fnoti- 
f-i,:} and in^7i^-a,. participr^ntF; in d<^cision)? Was child 
-i v.-'^i in the tieam raeotincr to extent possible? 

pi3gno.si_s 

1 . Was su Pf j cient and relevant diagnosis done 
(d'«'^.em;' na^:. ion of deqree of handicap, entry le^^ol identi- 
fied Tor drd.erpii.ning instructional goals, use "of formal 

^ and iniorni.i.]. in:-^ trnments and/or diagnostic toachinq) ? 

■ A^ '^'■r-rf] o rnct^/ln.rr, s used appropriate in terms of 

d'h>i^!.d * s cr. 1 ^.'j.ra I ^ nd . envi ro^nnipntal backcrround ( na l:i ve 
lanr.ri:rs<T^-; ^ s tandardi ^,ion and norms, directed toward 
p a>-oa of "ja^adi'-^ao) ? " 

, Did ja-^Lfocmation obtained lead to. logical deter- 
mination of speci ?ic^-strengths and needs? Was information 
obtained ediacat ior.^illy reJ.evant (interpersonal relation- 
ship problems for EH rather 'than or an addition to 
psyche ac3;ic diagnosis)? 

Go a.ls - ' ^ 

1- Wore long-raiige and short-term goals "^established 
and recorded for the child? - ' 

2, Were the goals related to the primary handicapping 
condition as well as secondary problem areas? Were goals 
relevant to. classroom behavior and achievement included? 

3. Did goals indicate specific behavior to be shown 
(e,g,., work at task without leaving se,a,t, spell five words 

^ from grade .level list)? Did goals indicate specific level 

\ of performance desired (e • g . , .work aj: task without leaving 
o'^.-^at for ten m i nute s, spell five words from grade level . 
list w ith 1 .0 0 ?> accur acy) ? Did goals indicate specific 
conditions under which behavior would occur (spell five 
words ij£alj._:^. work at task in regular classroom for ten 
miniates v/ichout leaving seat) ? 

4, WB^e dates of goal selection and ant ic?ipated dates 
of mastery i>Klicated? Were follow-up dates established 
for.automati • :x;ogram review as well as ongoing evaluation?- 



\ 

\ 
I 

\ 

\ 
\ 

■ \ . 



14 




\: \ 5, Wore t;ho reqular clasbroom teacher, the parent 
oi-V ?.\^iiava.i .u^^ •'.be child, whenever possible, involved 

■ 'S t .i'a Lt:?* }i r. s 

1. vrnrc the r^pecific nethods and materials to ■ 
nsf^d i ndi (-.'i.edv on the child's individualized plan 
(i ndi vidu^rT^s vjell as .group activities)? 

Were the strategics related to the handicapping 
cc??ndition ( npoech or language for CD, social-emotional 
'£or ED ) ? 

3- v::Vy; provision made for transferring the skills 

ma5iter.:d i:.ro the regular classroom and home setting? 

1. Were, the procedures used to determine^ mastery 
docu:.'eritGd (formal and/or informal Instruments, diagnosticc 
teaching, charting)? ..Were mastery dates entered for 
specific goa] s (initial mastery., and follow-up)? 

2. Wore progress reports given to the regular class- 
roonv teacher (written, conferences)? To the parents^ 
(written, conferences)?' To the child (as part of daily 
instruction, conferences v;titten) ? 

3. Were attendance records maintained (daily roll 
accounting for amount of time child in^ resource program)? 

4. Were future plans for the child indicated, includ- 
ing a projection of what further services may be needed 

by the child? 

5. Were other agencies or ancillary personnel involved, 
as needed? If progress was not as anticipated, was referral 
made to other personnel or agencies? 

The sample, tabulation form for record review. as found in 
the Appendix (pp. 57-58 ) may be used for a. .quick over- 
viev; by using the ma jor . categories (referral, releases,, 
etc.). A njore in-depth review may be conducted into' 
each of these major categories for either the comprehensive 
review of a total district or the limited review of a 
school or individual child's program. The procedure may 
be used by a resource teacher for self-evaluation or as a 
guide to imc^:ovement in deficient areas. 

15 . - 
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T'Oj: acich lcctv. on the rGcord r review form, the evaluator 
sh<:»u.lH. ciir-.^K :-he child's record. If the record satis- 
faceorily mcnt^. {.ho criteria, a mark should be entered, 
/t tine record Joes not meet, tho criteria, no entry 
..should b:.; Color Coding could also be used to 

indicate botil.t thn satisfactory and unsatisfactory records. 
If. i -1 .-c.M/oran-.onded that the evaluator keep a separate 

color :l^^giIabit■: to indicate the last item considered i.n a 
rr-cord shoal d an interruption occur. 

Af-v-r all locords hv^vc been reviewed, the evaluator should 
x?:dio.ito tli-o total number of records for which each item 
v/a^^ .ir.r^ropv-;. t;-:. (e.g., referral may net be necessary in 
all ca.sf. s) a"nd the number of oases meeting the criteria • 
I or each i torn, A percentarje of compliance may be" com- 
putod by di.vidinq the number of cases meeting the criteria 

t'V;: !! of records for which the item \v'as 

a. pp rop'i." i ;i :.o .. 



Th2 t.a.buiatior. f results from the review of records should 
revoai hr.v/ -vol] the resource program adheres to the pro- 
cedaros re-juirod by PL 94-^142 from a quantitative or 
numerical standpoint. IloWever, the evaluator must also 
look at the qualitative factors in-order to determine 
the of f occi yoness of a resource program in meeting the 
needs of. handicapped children. 

Information from the questionnaires completed by pegular 
classroom teachers , ancillary personnel, parent's and from 
^'the interviows with children should be summarized^ into 
four categori.Gs: 

1. Team involvement; 

2. Individualized programming for t:'he..child ; 

^-3 r Improvement of- child in everyday functioning 
. as well as in the resource programVi. ' C 

4. Attitude tov/ard resource program. 

A sample form for tabulating data from the questionnaires 
and interviews is included m the Appendix (p. 59). 

The observation report should verify: 

1., Individualized prc(grarmBing ; 



[: ^ : -■^nr;; .x-^-:!!.'- )Ti of. nbi \^'' in r»^sonrce program: 

• Ai-t-if.uHr> nf Child i-'w.^'-d resourcR nrogr.-^m; 

■ .1 7 of toachor toward rosonrne program. 

f 

mi.,-, r-op}----^- o" '-ju: evalnation i:.eam' shonld anr!v/er the 
rr.\'! i-w-J '-^^ .-::i'-^r;t i ' -ns with recr :i^-d to the inf orTpahion 
oJ:t.^inerl hr-t-nr»^ drav/ina anv r'onclusions : 

^/n] idit V . Does t-ho information obtained rpa.l. ly 
n-.-;.::) rni7-,-^T"n7""'e f f>^nt ivennrfs of resource programs for 
h-\nd 1 cr^pprv; cV. •-. .Idron? " ' .... 

P/jl-i r .n^ li tv . Would ether evaluators have obtained 
tht^. .ia'r > ^r^'"^~''-ia t: on as the evaluation team? 

' ; ; : Poos thf-^ JnformatioTi rof loot preserit 

dat:a q >H. •. -nn r-^h-r than .'i^bjective. opinions of the 

evr'} 1 u^it j.o' , toaia m*-^Tbor3? 

Cnix-:py:^::h::ir)^ivi^ 'all important sources of 

inf orma:!:^ on ntlli^^od? 

' ' Di^c-r.-j.rriin ation . Does the information show the 
variatTon^Tin program needs for different types of 
handicaopod children and reflect subtle differences in 
individualizing instruction to meet these needs? 

Usab.iiity. Were 'the best sources of information 
used wrth"rminimum expenditure of time, effort and 
materials? 

Answers to all guestions listed above should be in the 
affirmative. If a question cannot be answered "yes" then 
the effects of the limitations upon utilizing the infor- 
mation -.hould be clarified in the written report. 

Determining the Effectiveness of the Resource Program 

The ultimate Ijguestion to .be answered asks, "Has the resource 
program brought about improved skills in the handicapped 
children served which. wi'll be individually important for 
achieving suc^cess in the school,- the home and the community? 
Basically, have the children served become more efficient 
learners? 

Primary cToals should be recognized . for each of the five 
types of handicapped children commonly served in resource 
progratns . ,:. 

. . 17 ' ' / 
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^ ; ri- ^ i '.1. r-^^cv: be ipeH 

1 i : ;i -i oHo ? Maio?: emphasis s houlii 
'"iri d t rocoanize the extent of his 
nivs jn v/hich he can eirhor 
1 i ' ^ ~: v; i t h i n his ha nd i c a r. . 



hpe chil.d iiriprov'ccl , in sk.i. 1. .1 s 
i a c ad e i c a c h i e vcmon t ? 
;a sed performance in the ba si c 
a tics , hqtndv/ri t ing , spelling) 
aii-.i ». T i (p^ :. c .-rj a i , reasoning , etc. ) v;hich are pre- 
r^TpM : ^^ucc^/ss in aoadr^mic endeavors. 

j'hv v;;— :.:^v --.i^:^ :.,):_ ciarf^goTy of • handicapped children 

^--iiy bv!'- :; ^-; i :; - -r I.; Lr-* !:c ' :-:^-condary goal, for a particular 

clii."!.;;! - ■ i c; ;.i !, :. .1 :-:a.ndicap (''"ocational preparation 

for a pr", - r.i") V • if,'!'->nt . reading for an ED chj.'.d, etc.). 

Th-:f i: - •. - • ■ conside.;: t,!~ie evidenc^e of- progress in 

c'on !: ■•; t p -. ;-^..:*,:^d goals for the child and the nrimary 

f; t;hp child ' s handicap. 

o^ ^^pi .uS'^d in isolati^^n hp indicate 
•/i i ■'■ .^^e:^ourv'^e orogra^ii:-> . Pirhgress 
, ,yr^r^ ^ r: c: ]-i q ; - f; e r tTi and, lorg-ra^ngc 

r. ; -asip-ed by obser ^/a ti on 
"'r ; : afys irrnmep ts and other in f orrn -i 1 
-'/•V ^--'o short •:^r i -C'r iod^v o f t i me 
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V'--^^i.^ v r-Js r^-;veal any differences by 

0- 1 !>■ -p", • V- .\ - • * ' ■ •*• :' ■ '.■vc:ne^;s 'of a resource proqrain in 

r-'tv -I ^ Mr^-.i si ai^l isl^ed goals. The training ^ 

r.r^ , . ^ touchor iTiav result'in greater; cmphasj s 

i :. j.^ .iv ; - -^pr-j atij t-o one area of handicap rather- 

M'.an ind • \- • i iu L :. -t.:;.] trt- a-tiii-rn t for all handicaps served. 

a err::.' :.;if ■' . • •.- rc / ;^ r aqe of corapliance with require-- 

iru^-n.^: or i-"- - a • ] / pi!.: t ; bo .e^^tablished by funding agencies, 

Uo\:c:V'j:-: ; " r:{-.pt in mind' that deficiencies in 

anv on..; f;.;^./r.i2T. iTiav become a legal matter 'under 



:■ ! J i y ...:xplain the purpose of the^ 

review the procedures followed' in 
c ; :; .1 Li Oil upon v;nich the report is based, 
lusaons s^:ould be summarized into three 



j:^ 1 V u or the resource program- by category 

{I 0, ]■:■';■: , EH, MH r EO) : 

■ ; ..'jp.'iat o placenient of children by category 

i . ■ : ■ 1 1 1 r^a>: I trie tive setting ; 



noted in resource program goals ; 



vorrort jioued in regular classroom and 

•ir^.is- skills ; * , ' 

■ -! t. 1 ^ i:de of child toward resource program; 

:/ id.jnce of individualized plan for .child. 

1 y- ■: ■ 1 ^. < ; s 3 '0 f r G s o u r c e program as an integral 
■ I' r,ryt:al educational system: 

■ ■; i t- ncr^ of tt-y^ani involvement, including 

nun '.. and chi Id ; 

n; . r^^f ion v/ith regular classroom teachers 
.).r. cjncillary personnel; 



of classroom teachers, anci.llary 
and parents tov/ard resource 

c' c c' nr; . a . 
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procjram : 






u . 


Kg^J eases ; 


c . 






.Team meeting; 


p. 


Diagnosis ; 


f\ 


Goal s ; 


a . 


St.rahegies ; 


h , 


Progress . 



' Recommendations should be specific to the above areas of 
ef fectiveness in order that alternatives may be considnrerl o 
by th(^ personnel of the resource programs vhich .were ^ 
evaluated and decisions made relative to correcting de- 
ficiencies or expanding exemplax"y procedures. Suggestions 
should be precise, such as a specific diagnostic. procedure 
or a class to be taken by a particular staff member. 

If the evaluation was conducted in behalf of an individual 
child/ the report should be prepared by the impartial 
•evaluator to cover, the above items which would be appropriate 
to the child's case. ■ ' 

. ' Dissemination and Utilization of Evaluation Report 

The report of a limited evaluation of an individual school 
resource program or of an individual child's case. should 

.-'be discussed only with the concerned per-sonnel. Parents, 
of course, will have access to their child's, educational . 

.^•records; if a parent has requested the. evaluation on be- 
half of his child, the parent should be present, for the 
report. Sensitive areas involving a particular staff 
member should be discussed by the staff member and his" 
supervisor's) on a confidential^ basis . y The report of a 
comprehensive evaluation of the effectiveness of resource • 
programs in a district/ region or sta^e may be share"d 
most ef f iciently . in a disseminatio3i meeting. Written 
notice should be sent to all personnel involved. Prior / 
assignment should be made for sraff members to review v 
item3 ;:in the report needing emphasis. A portion of the / 
.meeting may be utilised as a workshop for committees to' 

/ ' . ■ - 20 ;, 
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consider recommendations of the evaluation team and dis- 
""cuss~^lTy~i:2h^^^ — Ea^— eommi-ttee 

should appoint a discussion leacjer and a secretary in 
order that the committee will be task-oriented and a 
written summary of the committee^' s findings can be 
submitted to the evaluation coordinators. Follow-up 
dates should be determined. Personnel should be 
encouraged to conduct 'periodic self-evaluations with 
the goal of ongoing improvement in the effectiveness 
of resource programs for handicapped children. 



/ 
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Section II: Field-Test of Process Model for 
Evalpating Resource Programs 




P i: c ^ ) 5 a t: a t i o 1 1 a n ( 1 c.M e a r a n c e s 



As tbiri researchers prepared to field-test the proposed 
procef5.s modol, they surveyed the characteristics needed 
in a population group that would be representative of re- 
source programs from the standpoints of (a) suburban-rural, 
(b) cultural-economic, and (c) , diversity of; handicapping 
conditions. State reports from resource programs through- 
out the State of Utah were reviewed.. Three schools were 
selected: 1) a rural elementary school , population 305; 
2) a ^suburban elementary school, population 7 23; and 3) a 
suburban junior high school , population 1235 . Children 
enrolled in the ^-^chools came from many different cultures 
and sociooconomic levels. More than one category of handi- 
cap was sCiwec in each of - the three . resource- programs. 

A meeting was held at the district office with the follow- 
ing representa\:i.ves in attendance : a specialist from the 
state special education office, the researchers, the ad- 
ministrator of pupil services and the deputy ' super intendent 
from the school district, an^^ t:he principals and resource 
teachers from the three schools. Concerns of the school 
personnel included factors such as additional time com- 
mitments, confidentiality of records, benefits to come 
from the new process model,- parental involvement, progress 
reporting procedures, and the fact that the school year 
was half 'over. 

Final agreement for the schools within the district to 
participate was received on January 26, 1976, and the 
process model was field tested in the three schools. „from 
February to May 197 6. Revisions and elaborations of the 
process model were, made during and at the conclusion of 
the field-testing period. 



Methods and Procedures 



Appointments were scheduled for the researchers to meet 
with the resource personnel at each of the three schools. 
Information obtained during the interviews included steps 
followed in referral, releases from parentcS, screening, 
team meetings, diagnosis, establishing goals for instruc- 
tion, teaching strategies, recording and evaluation of 
progress and grouping procedures. An estimate of the 
average time r.Bquired. to administer each test or evalua- 
tive instrument was determined.. The researchers emphasized 
that the purpose of the field testing was to determine the 

25 " • ■ ' .. 
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of f i rvi ( = v>,';\.' 0.1 t-.lu^ luodol an^'i t o sucjcjest areas in wlnrH 
rc^corc]-i;oo.i>inc| procedures niay^' noed to be modified in order 
to mef-l Ihe re(|u.iromonts of PI. n4-14"2 and. .in order to ac- 
enrri l.r^lv vM-Jeet the qiial.ity of the program. The schools 
vised in Lhe field host'inc/ wai.o. selected as a representa- 
tive sarrpl inn of the challencjes. and problems omiirrinq 
iri re;:f »'ir' T fvroqraius accordinq to size of school, popula- 
tio^> servefl, rp-ndo level and .service to more -cbari one 
catoijory of handicaiir, E'.valuative information obt.iincd 
would not be used to review the field-- *-est inq schools for 
fundinq or for any other administrative purposes. 

Fn.Uow- up-, visits Were scheduled at each school for record 
re'Vicwi^, The firt.t visit was scheduled prior to year-end 
tc3J:iaq, and the second visit was scheduled after year-end 
testing' in o.rder that the researchers could determine how 
proqrocs of handicapped children was validated in each 
program. laformation obtained during the inicial inter- 
vi-jws is s' i'fimair i. ^.ed , as follows. 

f<:i.ixal I^len£?rU:ary . The resource program at the rural 
eloincn'^'aFy'^ icho^ staffed .by a half -day teacher with 

certif icat j.on in the area of learning disabilities and a 
half-time teacher's aide. The' average caseload was twenty 
children whose categories of handicap were learning dis- 
abilities and emotional disturbance. Children with speech 
and language problems were serviced by an itinerant speech 
person. There were no educable mentally, retarded children 
needing services in the resource prograin at the time of 
■the field testing; however, the teacher .indicated that 
this category of handicap might also be included in the 
resource program should the need exist. Children with 
motor handicaps were referred to a district center.- 

"The resource teacher reported that the initial referral 
was submitted by the regular classroom teacher. Releases 
for evaluation and placement were obtained from the parents 
by the classroom teacher, after which the resource teacher 
and the classroom teacher met to discuss the case. 

Screening and diagnostic tests were chosen from a basic 
battery consistinc, of tne.Slosson Intelligence Test, the 
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, the Slinger- 
land, portions of the . Durrell Analysis of Reading Diffi- 
culties n.nd the Key Math based on the reasons for referral 
indicated by trie classroom, teacher. Children who were re- 
ferred berjaus^- of emotional probleijis were also seen by the 
di-'trict r^s chol''>gist and. in some cases, were' evaluated 
at a mental ne^lth center. . . 

26 
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iujcoi\i-. or l i'.nn in^.-o t. i w/.m*i: r.cot in a separate noLobook. 
The t'.cafn v-iuis j :; t o;) of the it^-.onrr:e teacher, the principal, 
MiP cl assroom toachor and i t: i luer.int district anci.llar'- 
pr-^rsonnol wlio had sorvc^d tho ca^3C3 under consideration. 
■Rpforrals or i:]>iL!rnn as possible candidates for. the re- 

t nani rncvit: i n^i- i^oclsions as to categorical classification, 
p.l rir...'Mion.f .in :o[)ocial education programs and referral for 
additional, sorvices were made by the team. 

Grouping within the resource program was primarily on the 
basir^ of acjo' iiia.^much as the regular classroom teachers 
preferr.od that all children within a particular class go 
to the rocjcurco j rogram at the same time. However, sub- 
groupin^j on the basis of need was possible within the re- 
... source proqram. 

Methods a tui ntai^rials utilj.zed included ■ commercial publi- 
catii.'Ur-^ sut'h a.s Deve J.opiuental Learning Materials kits, 
languavjo mascer cards, Barnell-Loft workbooks ; 'locally 
product.-d niatorials,. such as U-SAIL programs; ■anc?::r.teacher- 
mado iiMterials \-;uoh as games, cards for the lang'uage mas- 
ter, and dittoed papers. The teacher reported that some 
drill on basic mathematics was used with the older stu- 
dents, whereas more sequentially ordered skills were em- 
phasized for the younger children. Children who were 
emotionally handicapped received concentrated lessons in 
social studies-. . " " 

Charts and S'^'^U-i^^> for each child were posted around the 
roonu Theie were rate and comprehension graphs for read- 
ing based on an individualized oral reading time for each 
child each week. Progress, was also checked on tests 
chosen from the same battery used for screening and diag- 
nosis. Detailed case summaries comparing test results . 
and reviewing progress were placed in the children's 
folders at the conclusion of the school year. 

Sub urban Elementary School . Two special education, 
teachers, one certificated in speech pathology and the 
other in mental retardation, staffed the resource pro- 
.gram at the suburban elementary school. Children from 
four categories of handicap — mental retardation, learning 
disabilities, Communication disorders, and emotionally - 
handicapped^-were served by the program. Children with 
gross motor problems were referred to a district center. ^ 
The amount of t.ime for a child to be. in the resource pro- 
gram each day varied from J: 5 minutes to one-half day. 
Three children were seen on a half-day basis. 
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t" f>,u:l w^i -i^ .lUil i \ i >\]\ |Mr»:ni.;;^ m M^,y children wore con t: i. niu'>r] 

i-"n I pr^siiMiii {'■ I I hi; [M',:-.' i year. OT l-.h(": ("Children 

.(> •••.!• i .'i :hr' }}i '>(t j.'txii! , worn eiTiotiona 1 1 y ho.ndi- 
•'vi|>l>t"^'i , ^^ r^^ e-.hit\.i.b i o luon »: /i 1 ly ?;otard(->d, 53 v;iM'e l.oarn- 
- in'. i>-Mt^ UMi ri i^a(] r,r)>-' :.ch problems. 

'f'"*^ ctMi ^* 0.^1 .uui (1 i nqno.s'-. i r f OGti.nq bathory h^r'] ndcd t.lie 
I '> ''I M' t el 1 i -jonf-vi Tf .st-, *-ho Durrell Spellinc] subl esl: 
^:h-' r'M,-/<'li Analvsi.s of >'.-^n( 1 i.nq Oi. f f i.on] t i es , n loeally 
oc^ .'.^loi ; .|>e' :h jssossmont f. !:he Silvarol i ^^o.idinq Test: , 
t:r\e m^"' • 'riiK-^. i- ir::-' norti.on Of .the Wide Panae Ach i.ovrment Test, 
t'.hc r ii,innis n\>r:| of !\sychr)] inrfu Istic Abilities {.o a lim- ■ 
i< i i • I iu: Fro.st.jq Developmental Test of Visual per- 
C(sf>L\.nv, ai'd part:3 of the Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey. 
The ch'VL^Ui of t.esl::v. fiU" a particular child war, based on 
i n (: ^riiia i: ) Oil ocmt l./i i nod i.^i the referral. Questions about 
the T.O oil'; rfr for e.ducable mentally re tarded children or 
e-ii>i.io^''ii ixi;obl'.Ma3 were refejrred to the district psycholo- 
(jir;-:. fl?a -ip-. and virual screenings were conducted by 
th<- riu:;e a {: v.i'e beginning of* each school year; however, 
referrals v.ould be made during the year if additional 
[^rob.leitwS wore noted, ' . . 

Release rTorn.s wore sent home with the child by the regular 
classroom teacher at the time the referral form was com- 
pleted. An informal meeting was held by the classroom 
teacher and resource teacher to discuss the referral. 
Upon receipi: of the completed release forms, the resource 
teacher romrloted the testing, and the^ child's case was 
prorjented at the. next team meeting. 

Team members included the nurse, psychologist, resource 
teachers; social worker, principal, classroom teacher and 
community workers who were invited as needed. Parents . . 
were invited upon their request., The child was riot in- 
cluded in team meetings. The team reviewed the child's 
case and reoomraended procedures including placement. If 
the child was to be placed in the resource program, the 
parent v:a3 requested to sign a release form giving permis- . 
sion for the placement*. - • . : 

Cbiildren enrolled in the resource program were grouped on 
academic and/or emotional needs rather than on category 
of hc'tid icar' . A -I'-ii. .Id could be shifted from one group 
situation i:n ;^nothor based upon his individual needs. Be- 
havior al ob;'cci.. i-/os were developed for the child from ' 
structured p-^'O' trans such as U-SAIL, from recommendations 
of • the tr^aiti, and. from test results. A support team con- 
r^;istin7, of ;i\o soo-.al worker and the counselor was avail-. ■ 
able ro as^i Is t.' vi th p)'ograTns- for the emotionally handicapped 

2?> 
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'"^^ ' I'J''^*'^ 'J'li^^ t wo nionha.LLy < vMMrded children were l)rouqht 
into i.ho pt'o^iram lor cnic-hal f . day with varying amounts of 
ti.iwQ .:X{ . local oA to each of: thc.^ resource teachers based upon 
tho st-.rL-uicj tlis and weaknesses c. J: the child, 

Maturiaii; usoA in the resourco program included both com- 
mercial and leachor-madG , as. well as locally developed 
materials i-inch as U-^SAIL, Some of the commercial material^ 
wore DISTAR read lag Con tinental Press dittoes, DISTAR II 
Language; Developmental Learning Materials and Teachingf 
Resources kitS; Barnell-Loft workbooks/ Reader's Digest 
Skiir Builders and the. language master. Phrase cards for 
the language master and experience charts were prepared 
by the teachers. 

Progress was measured by posttesting with the same battery > 
of tests used in screening and diagnosis, usually the Dur- 
rell Spul.l inq, the Silvci oli Reading Test (alternate forms), 
tlie matliGinaties portion of the Wide Range Achievement Test 
and Llie Frostig Developmental Test of Visua^l Perception 
and the 111. vnois Test of Psy.cholinguistiC Abilities , as 
needed. One teacher used a graph system to chart progress. 
Bar graphs in speech were completed while the child was 
present. Other graphs were completed each day by the 
teacher and child to show daijLy progress. The second 
teacher used a checkrlist system or a combinationiof .check- 
lists and graphs- Self -graphing and self-correction were 
encouraged in mathematics. Charts were prepared at inter-- 
vais for reporting progress.. When a child was remediated 
to no more than one-year academic retardation, he was pro- 
moted from the resource program to full-time regular class- 
room attendance. This decision was based upon the recom — 
mendation of the .resource teachers and the parents • de- 
sires . . . 

Suburban Junior High School > The resource program 
was staffed by 'two fuTl-time teachers with certificates 
in learning disabilities and mental retardation and a one-' 
half-time teaching aide. The average enrollment was 70 
students divided into groups of- 12 on a subject-matter 
basis. One teacher specialized in helping students who 
were reading at less than third-grade level . She- also 
assisted students with subject matter in the science area. 
The other teacher specialized in English and the remedia- 
tion of mathematics- problems.. Categories of handicap 
served included learning disabled, educable mentally re- ■ 
tarded and emotionally handicapped. There .were no motor 
handicaj)[ved students in the program. Speech problems were 
referred to an itinerant speech therapist. 
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^ ■ I if<i>\' ic ,'^*! wore in in-^cfi o\ con- 

* . • • ,1- ). Ml -u-^ p i.fikt.-^cl Ml) l)v M^' 

' " ' mI I ^ * ' • ■ :. ^ ' ■ - ''t.i v;K)n haH. v;<-.( ■ . m h I no 

* ■ ' . 1 ' • 'if * 1 ■ < ^ ' ■. • ; ii t ^ ^ ■ 1 n q p o r m i m i c > n t.o t ( ■ ; f 

^' '■ i' .1 ■' . I'ohli^'u \\'i}r:(' ' rdicrxt.C'xl f ror^i i pct per- 

■■>'•*■ • ■ -i^r.'M- it', l.bn :;-:ourt:;n proqr\'>n. It. vus 

r<-'f:.' :> M ^i ' -: ri -;p:;;-..'.;c 'v/. is more . 1 ikely .i .f:^)ot'h forms 



. ••; ' " •, • ..)• , tl : .-v t.''i' ' . ■ ( iKi-'-'n^: w^o ha'l boon rn+'pr..- 

I, i •' ; ' V* 'M 'I'T !M cvT ur.'C'-vlpt. of^" rrLnvod ro- 

'^".i". ^ I- 1 : ^. 'pi-n- b -if-, Lo- y of: t,c:'t.:; v;as choi^cn 

.''a ' .. •■ |-. ' ; '.f'cist, the C.i Iniore Oral 

■ ' i : 'ivj ' :> ! (• • bat.t-c}-y of" the Detroit testi-;, the 

i ••).. • ji^ To:--, L: Key Math, ancl the P ) k^rr.-Harri s 

). ^i^'' .1 '■. ;.mh-^u-<h1 !;.o havc a poor self -concopl: . 

Tr.N.-nv- yiitx : lr!:ji; vca Jio ld every Tuesday and involved the-; 
ps /; :l,nj ' j{) i r- soo i ?; I worker , vice-princ j.pial , counselor's 
r jsc^iirc l-.v::iv::hor. s -^'ui the speech therapist upon request. 
"Team Jiui^mbv i:rcnjaent:ly had had'contact with the student 
befor e or wiJ h other members of the family. If further 
services v/u'-::tj tieod'vj , retv-^rrals were made at the team 
r^^-yt/' viq . ];ysyc 'V51oo is t was respons ibie for labeJ.^l ing 

il :]? i in.L^> ^ (. ccMjor ico of educable mentaD.ly retarded 
or ctoLionaliy ivK^d icar pod and would very often be asked 
to verif:y ; 'le .score obtained by the resource teacher on 
the Slosson In toll j.gence Test,- The resource teacher could 
determine the s ':udent ' s eligibility under the learning 
disabilities c^iL.aqory: 

Basieal.l.y !:.V)e saiue approach v/as used in the resource pro- 
gram. ;or l(.-^a -ning d.i r:;abl^Kl , educable mentally retarded, 
and enoti:;n.i i ?-y haa.iicapp^d except for the rate of learn- 
i ng - ''.'he rr^.ot \ • y v:^. 1 ly handicapped studeht-'Cbuld receive 
supoort h-'l^j fv* n\ the ^^ccial worker through .group ■ therapy . 
One ef'ucabl :^ luer^l ally retarded girl was receiving voca- 
tional, ^t-ainipfj an'ottier school on a part-time basis. 

CI ^ass pp.rioH-; tr>e school , v:e.re 45 to -50 minutes long. 
St ^.den!;.'"-^ - . . ource program were scheduled into three 

-to f i v^i sfi.- iar ciass^^s, inclnding art, physical education, 
hiato.u'y, ar.e Ln .{ 'l .; ;'u '.classes were grouped according to 
•abii.i. ':y Jev-^. in tne .'ov/er abiJity classes, teachj.i;ig 
stations w/V:"-: o--.i.-!.od v/here a student could ao to- receive 
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••M'^-^'»^»l Iw'll., 'l'l).'rt^ was no cli:;t:i irL policy with rojcird 
to rv'.^.ui.;.- K .u-luMi.; cjoiiu;! iiu-.f.) i.ho regular classroom to 
holp si u.liMii's wit:h <.itu.u,qnnuMM s . There was also o plan tc 
inv(»l\N. PTA. iiuw.hiM's lo lii>If' ai. ihci teaching stations in 
t".h»^ nt'.n rut un^ ,. 

* 'i' 'UiA.f ^ r< )oni thu Linsley approach to precision 

toa»r!iiii(i w.i;^ iisoa. Students were given worksheets for a 
row luinuf.o:; of i.'ach day in order to. master a sequence of 

otMiPctivG roadlnq series was also used. At 
such liiiu.^ us (:ho student's achievement would enable him 
to oomj>et»- iii a regular classroom situation, he was trans-, 
torrod on I: of Lho resource room and into a reading or 
mathouuit 'cr. du^js- Some handwriting and spelling instruc- 
tion wa::, Lncludod in the program as needed. Worksheets 
from the reqular classroom were kept in the resource room 
unt.il ivorap i.o l.od and then turned in to the regular class- 
room toachor. Volunteer mothers helped students with their 
as,-; 1 /pii'ioivi--- , 

Provfroiur; w.i.^ ^:hcu.ted on a day-to-day basis, A point sys- 
tem used to encourage behavioral control- The range 
of p.)ints was bf)-lOO A, 52-54 B, 40-51 C, 30-39 D an^J 29 
and bo low F , tor one particular classroom activity Grad- 
ing was based on self -improvement Progress reports were 
sent homo with report cards. Parent conferences were 
schoduled as needed. ■ ■ _ 

At-, r-.h^.: Mid ;>]• ^ho year students were retested on the same 
t>attnry of tr- ■ . utilized in screening and diagnosis. 
Three teach i.iig aides helped with classroom instruction 
in order to free the resource teachers for testing, The 
.resource teachers worked closely with the high school to 
refer students needing help. They also consulted with 
counselors and r.-esource teachers at the high school rela- 
tive to preregistration of students with learning dis- 
abilities- 
Materials utilized in the junior high school resource pro- * 
gram included Systems 80, Spellbinders, high interest-low 
vocab-jJary books, science books and mater ials , and class- 
room texts and assignments. 

Review ot Records ^\ 



The records for all children involved in each resource 
prdqram were pulled from the file in groups by the resource 
teachoi, teach j.ng aide or researchers a^Gcording to instruc- 
tions from the resource teacher (s). For each record the 
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1 , , ) 1 i -V, . > • ! I'.n \./, . Ih^^Iu.kI and, if 0 v'ili Lib 

i',>t', ill. lu.Nti (>n t !w^ j .•^Miim ova 1 Urit:. i on .shor*t: 

f < MM , • I <ia I < - , i\()\\\\:o , )M' 1 [*)oso (s pooch;.: ing # 

\)\ 'U;\ \r i f >r' ) I V' 

n.ii'.»;-; (.1 1, i,,i;u^', L'(,MU ;n-iv<Mit.i5 or quardiana 

Vvi'iw I .si; ion Lo i rvi tvisr; oontMdGnt in.l informati on 
L'lM :jr. M)M to plaoo ('hi Id in special program 

Dat:o o i' I oau; niruM i ruj 

Cln;;:,) *'t<- ic n of handi'-^ap (LO, EMR, CO, MM) 

Ti' ' Ti u • '"I i MM { ( ^ t : ; i ■ on 

AT^.'il ' ^1 V i 'o r^ioiun.' J. j.n' ^<)Jo'rHl 

t\ r ; [ o w^^ho I r>a i s t , social worker , npeoch 

•^^M t r i> r-'^f ;-o rorr:n ] (rO , ' - ' ■ ■ • 

l.^rv)'n .ir^'Uif^'i :0- -"a tocf i o::; ; ; . " 

' ^vv I 1. loi^ i.H o'mI objcctiives or '(gwtej.'s"; / 
'h i... :a 'V.-t-l>}da 
^■a'• .:a- i a a ^ 
1^ ' ■ plan:; ' ' ' ■ 

Va \. ixi a I: i o n r"! i'. p r og ]; o s s 

P o 5j 1 1 ^ s c 1 11 q (tests q vc n ) •• 
( I ' '1 r t i n g | : r r") c o d 1 1 r ; e s 
D * r;po:..U. i on '"^T car:^^ (continued in res;ource program, 
rr.Mtja.: d ])ack to regular class, transferred to 
;tn'j<;)v >: pT ociTr.im; rroved , withdrawn f rom • program by 
p-'iiLon t.s , otc . ) 

These data were tabulated from a quantitative standpoint 
and are snr^ma rizf-^d in the results and discussion section 
of this report'- 

Results and I3iscussion 

Inf or^ut tier, troia the reviev/ of records is summarized ac- 
cording to nho ma>or requirements of PL 94-142 to include 
referral,. La:ilGases', l-.eam meetings, screening and diagnosis 
prograniminq strategies, ,and val.idation of progress. 

Rerer t:a L . Thn source, purpose and promptness of 
actioK^Tv^TJre' T>:iviev;^ with regard to referral. Procedures, 
were doc u.(iia ate :i as indicated in Table 1- 
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Rural Suburban Suburban 

Kiementary Elementary Junior Hi<;h 
(N-23)* (N-145)* (N«80)* 



Refoiral form in file 2] 118 34 



Basis tor rotorral 

ind leal: Lid 21 118 34 



t^efeiraL' acted upon within 

M) days by toam 21 74 34 



*N is the number of records reviewed 



In some cases test results were in the files but no refer- 
ral form was found. Dates were omitted on some referral 
forms and/or team meeting reports, and the intervals be- 
tween .referral and team action could not be determined. 

Separate records of the team meetings were maintained, and 
in some cases, the date on which the team reviewed a par- 
ticular child's case was rot entered in the child's record 

/ 

At the junior high level many of the students were/appar- 
ently picked up as they entered seventh grade; the' ele- 
mentary schools had suggested names of students for whom 
services should be continued. As a result, no referral 
form was^ placed in the file of the student at the junior 
high level. 

The bcisis for the referral was indicated on all referral 
forms present in the files.' 

- Releases , Information regarding releas'^s as docu- 
mented in thq. records is given in Table 2. 
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lilt) ^>M' tl i 



i n SOP i 1.1 p r;rn 

'-'•N i s inimber o^" records reviewed 



Mc/ny releases venire nofc dcited and/or the child's naire was 
v\<M: entered, which could pose problems as to the legality 
o/c t:he release. 

^yhere obviously were more children tested than were placed 
In the programs. However, this does not account for the 
hnmber of releases granting permission for placement being 
feewer than the number of children continued in the program 
/for service. 

Although a release of confidential information should be 
signed by the parent in order for .'school personnel to dis- 
cuss the child's case in team meeting if persons not on 
the agency's authorized list attend the meeting, there 
was almost a total absence of this type of release ii^' the 
f il es . 

Tea m Meeting . Children should be placed in resource 
programs only after discussion and recommendation by a 
team. The team should designate the category of handicap 
and assure placement in the least restrictive setting. 
Merely presenting the child's name in team meeting does 
not assure tliat adequate consideration has been given to 
the child's case. However, if there is no indication that 
a child's nriXi^e has been presented in the team meeting. 



MO 



65 



34 



39 



l.hc!^* wiMiM c>l)\ ioMiily bv> no di putrHinlty to dotonuiiu* Lhe 

^liuH.ity o\: ^l\:K:\\l\t^\ol^ and eons iUoLac Ion of thu child's 

OtUio. i)i>i?unuMilat • a\ in Lhu lunxn^du off the schools utilized 

ill t iold (i/stnuj rtiveaXinl {Au^ quantitative date in Table. 3, 



Team Coiks idurat Ion 



H.iral Suburban ' Suburban 

Hlomenlriry Klomcntary Junior II Igh 

(N«23)'^ (N-U5)* (N-80)* 



i I. I iru lui.'i' t { ni\ 21 91 47 



('.Mf.fi';ory v)t liaiu.liCMji 
fniK. Mirvl by team at:ti<in 21 88 57 



*N is nnniiuT of records reviewed 

^Alt:hou^',h 91 children were classified, only 88 showed date 

ot: t:oam action. 
"Al though 57 children were shown to be classified by team 

act. ion, the date of the team meeting was includtM: in only 

47 ras*'S, 



Members or t.he team present at the meeting were not in- 
dicated on many of the records, although this infigrmation 
was shown in the team minutes in most cases. 

Notes of the discussion of some cases indicated considera- 
tion of least restrictive placement. However , • this was 
not documented in most of the records as would be required 
by PL 94-142. 

ScroQnlnq a nd Diagnosis . Table 4 indicates the num- 
ber of cases in which appropriate* screening and disgnostic 
procedures wore used, as evidenced by the records. 
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Table A i 

' ! 

Screenipj? ^md Magnosis 



o 




Suburban 






Elemervtary . 


Elementary 


Jtinicr Ib'^h 


_ 


: 







• ' *■ f.!'.U.''.. JL ^ J cto O -i. i. i cvJl l^L' 


J.J 


.J / 




• By appropriate testing 




, 9 


■ 21 


Tt'«T 4* /-I ■♦•■•^ »^ 1 / 






{) 


i^uuiuc; <. t» .Lci. it? J- .L J. liti lin 






J/. 


By app^'oprlate tnsting 


0 


0 


14 




/ 




n 


By checklist or baseline 








ohMervatxon - 


■ ■ 0 . 


1 


8- 


Numhf^r classifierl EMR 


0 


■ ' 5 


3 


By appropriate testing 




4 


3 


By r^^ferral 




0. 


0 ' 


Jiuinbe;: classified CD 


0 


12 


0 


^y^a'ppi^opriate. testing 




0 




By referral 




9 




Number classified MH 


0 




0 



*N is number of records reviewed 



The screening instruments and procedures and the category 
of hand^icap assigned to- each, child were used to determine 
the appropriateness of -the testing for each child. The, 
tests considered were designated by the resource teachers 
according to the category of handicap. A child who was 
labeled edubable; mentally retarded should .obviously have 
had an individual intelligence test; the emotionally dis- 
turbed child should be evaluated by psychological tests 
9JLich as the Ber^der, Piers-Harris or by obs^ervational 
techniques. The learning diisabled child , should be evalua- 

Tt'ed"*'W^i't4i"^~^ii 'indiv test and academic- 

achievement tests to. determine an appropriate discrepancy 

^level and by /specific diagnostic tests to determine the 
nature of the disability. The communicatioh disordered 
child should receive a speech and language evaluation by 



a. trained specialist. A physical examination should de- 
/ termine' the category of motor handicapped with reference 
^ to a particular child. (The resource teachers indicated 
that motor handicapped- children were evaluated and placed 
at a district centerif the handicap were sovere enough 
to interfere with regular classroom placement.) " 

•In many cases a common battery of tests was given to all 
students in the program regardless of handicapping condi- 
tion . . ^ 

Referrals to ancillary personnel" were generally for diag- 
nostic servi-ces/ as Indicated in Table 4. In some cases 
a written referral form was in the file; in other cases, 
the referral was noted in the minutes of the teani meeting. ' 
Results of the referral were sometimes indicated in a writ- 
ten report, particularly with reference to diagnostic ser- 
.vices. However, there were no reports relative to continu- 
ing sers'ices by anciilary personnel, including counselor, 
psychologist, social worker and speech therapist. Some'- 
times the records. showed referral for services to the 
family of the handicapped child, but there again, no re-' 
port was filed to show the results of the referrals. This 
information/would be essential to the evaluation of the 
effectiveness of a total resource program. 

Pr ogramming Strategies . ^ Of all areais considered, 
the programming procedures area was the most difficult to 
.evaluate. None of the three program?, from the standpoint 
of records, would meet the requirements of PL 94-142 for 
individualized planning of -objectives and goals. However, 
it was obvious in the obsej^^ions that methods and mate- 
rials were planned for eachv^iid. The specific behavtotal 
objectives and anticipated dates for achievement of levels 
cp.f proficiency were not documented..- Long-range goals were 
inferred but not" specifically stated. Quite often the 
specific materials (U-SAIL, Developmental- Learning Materials, 
DISTAR, etc.) or methods (behavior modification, praise, 
contingencies, etc.) were notied for a particular child. 
The anticipated outcome, however, of the use of such ma- 
terials and methods was not clearly indicated. There was 
limited evidence of the interaction between the resource 
teacher and the regular classroom teacher . ' What informa- 
tion on programming was documented seemed to be related,, 
to the caseload carried by the 'teachers . In the rural - 
elementary school there was information as to methods and 
- materia 1-s -for- each child..;-at-.the~--junior high there were 
12 indications of learning systems in the 80 cases; at the 
suburban elementary school with a record o'f 145 .^h.ildren 
serviced to some.^degree in the. resource program ,r informa- 
tion as to individualize'd methods and materials Wc.s virtually 
nonexistent, 
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M, ■oirt-;. .;; .. anal Jrs - o .MOf^ ^:iost: in<j 

7- - -i - •■ 1 . M • ' ' T--.-- ; v rr '•-.f '"olH^i onru^ips ; 1"0 

r.-.- rr- h.-^ ?^ ; -i Cr^;- ris wds f /o i in screen;! ng and • 

•..» :rM'< , Thp ■■ --v.^s a t-PV/nnr-cy for aJ.O. chil- . 
i'^-' t.' .,(-s . V :'. \ ^n\^. basic h-o^tory rr^qarrl- 

■ > ■ ■■.-■t.rv i") ■■ rd.ir^rip ''^or L-H chiD.d 

:':o^' ■^-•"'..or CD ii Ire: ' j^or-* 

: -r^ r <;ir.; V' >'"vednrop -/'^rf"? also used to . cV^teriTiinQ ^ 

c ;■ > ^- • '•' '"^ 1:h'":^e schools l^^bd in >ho 

'r- . \ \ 1 ;^ i y: ^erip:'! i n d :■ V i.du a V /l P -lO 1 1 1' acnr* o 

'i r'-r ;y J. •^•'^ inc o:*: t:hc _.Gr:'^^'Ol yoar 

! : . ^' r ; , ■■ , ■ . - ' • o . ^ f : i ■ f T r> i . 'v;o ;.i 1*1 a p PO C i- C ^. 



■ ■ - ■ . • : ' /^.c. t ^ ':r:[-)0'^'- time dciVOt:'::d l:o test-- 

- ;;■ • • : ■■ : ••"■Vii. ■ v'i a ' "V diagnosis 'and for valida- 
•> , • ■ -v. ; ii.^ irr- f^.r:i^or ip ev.'^inatlncj the 
' • ■ : . ■ -:e.b^:;urcG p".-ogranu ObviousJ y, the more 
d:.',v:i ..ii'i r ; :. .; "o wonld represent less days for directed 
:i.rw,sh-}-c:.ir.'v '.aV^l'.: 3 rfvi'/lGf.ts the analysis of data per- 
■tajiiiuv ^o pr'.-- :ind oos^testi.ng at tht^ three £.'hoo].s. 

^i.l i.r-^\:z; iiJ: zed by resource ' teachers in. the field test-" 
i ^'KT ^;;<.:r:'jv v;e.ro Ijjsl'ed, an\K average time for administra- 
tiovi '.w.::. (lo: ; rr- i ;:■ ".1 -'-Dr nach tost according to teacher 
GM:;ti<;i:;t..: , ^ . i " / ■.•.:vel (pr^nary^ intermediate or junior 
hi«:jiv) - ' ^ "•■ • t -.-v - ' rr.a '.t-o v.ere .^rified with the test manuals. 

Appco--:./ V. ^ . 0)13 ::^-:hool day {5 hours) per child was a].- 
■1::"C ' ].-.::] the rural elementary school. The 

resource tf^-' '-:hcr -.var-i c^mplioyed on a half-time basis "and 
'coiild ut iJ. Lz'^^ her personal tirr-o as needed during the ■ 
acte;noc)Tio for to::>i.inq purposes. An aide'v;as also avail- 
able, . 

7\t -^'lo yvi "in .(^'lementary school, the average test- 

inq tl-'t- v^:'* dropped i.o approximately one and one- 

ha'l .a:v..r:-: . 

Tr-.v-:; ji^'i^j': ^in-:.;'" program averaged two hours per 

stude^d: , A te<^ -M i nq a i.de v;as. available in this program; 
«.'ow:vo :;. 1.' ■ "■ k-^pt d. a ■ mind that students at the 

"iun^'/r ;v ;h rr-ju: v[ j ar^-- ' assigned to the resource 

oro nP'^'i ^r";: ' t ■ ^-^t t'"? last days of the term^ tird 
r.:^ ..y:y ^c:- 



:or '-hr'Ti) to be sent while Kne re.- 
^ruT. i pc' -/^.^^.dual testing, . 
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Table 5 
Testing Time 



Plural ... . Suburban Suburban 
Elementary HlieTnentary Junior High 



Time Pattern 


Pre 
(N=21) 


Post 
* (N=21) 


Pre 

(N=112) 


Post 
(N=51) 


Pre 
(N=80) 


Post 
(N=80) 




Total minutes for 
all students 


3455 


2890 


6670 


1410 


5600 


4000 


Average minutes 
per student 


164.52 


137.62 


59.55 


27.65 


70 


50 


Range in minutes 


60-255 


90-225 


15-225 . 


15-75 


30-105 


30-70 


Hours in testing 
(minutes 7 60) 


^ 57.58 


48.17 


111.17- 


23.5 


93.33 


66.67 


Days in testing 
(hours T 5*) 


11.52 . 


9.63 


22,23 


A. 7 


18.67 


13.33 


*N is the number 
**5 represents the 


of cases 
average' 


reviewed 
hours in 


a school day~^ 







Translating the results of this time analysis into practi-. 
cal terms would show the necessity for approximately two 
weeks at the beginning of a school year and approximately 
owe to two weeks at the end of the school year devoted to 
testing rather than instruction in the resource room. 

Other methods of validating progress were utilized in the 
resource programs. At the rural elementary school daily 
and weekly charts were maintained for spelling, oral read- 
ing, word attack skills, arithmetic and behavior. One 
teacher at the junior high school used charting of behavior 
and academic achievement in a, behavior modification point 
system. Graphs and checklist's were used to chart daily 
progress cf children in the suburban elementary resource 
program. 

Progress was documented on the records of the children as 
differences between pre- and posttesting, behaviorai notes 

■ 39 . ■ 
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and/br the daily or weekly graphs ""and., charts • Evidence of 
.proqress was noted for 72 of the- 80 students at the junior 
high schocl, 21 of the 23 cases at the rural elementary, 
and 73 of the 85 cases actively served at the suburban 
. e-leinpntary resource program. 

. The disposition of cases served in the resource program 
was indicated in that "^8 children were released from the 
junior }iic]h program, with the assumption fromi behavioral 
rotos i:hat hhe other 72 were carried over for service* 
next year. ht the suburban elementary school the dis- 
position of caj^es was indicated for . 65 . of ' the 145 records 
reviewed* Casc^ summaries for 21 of the 23 records re- 
victvjed at the rural elementary school clearly detailed ' 
the disposition of cases. 



Conclusions and Recommendations 

.•■I 

Based oh the results of the f ii^J^ ' test ing the following 
conclusions and recommendations are made: 

1. Records do not reflect the quality of a program. The 
quantitative review of the records must be supplemented by 
other, sources of qualitative information in order to 

let ermine the effectiveness of a resource program. It is 
recommended that questionnaires, interviews and observations 
be used i:*o supplement the review of , records. 

2. Teachers generally select a battery of tests and diag- 
nostic instruments which are used for ali children regard- 
less of handicapping condition. Where 'different tests 
were used (Piers-Harris test for emotionally disturbed) 
the procedures appeared to be a formality with no logical 
relationship between test results and treatment design. 
This .would seem to be a waste of teacher time and child 
time which could have been better used for procedures such 
as observation of an emotionally disturbed child. The 
directed observations recorded by the junior high school 
personnel had greater relevance for the; techniques used 

by rhe teachers in discipline and remediation than did the 
test results. . It is recommended that for resource programs 
which accomodate more than one handicapping condition , 
ceachers shoj.ld be. given preservice and/or inservice . prep- 
aration which will enable them to - individualize the diag- 
nosis of each child regardless of the . handicapping condition. 
Teachers should not feel compelled to give tests for the 
sole purpose of satisfying program evaluators. 
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3. Te.<xcM(^r<'> np.pn iMme ^o maintain .irecords and to rl.p^rel.op 
individual j.?:ed programs. The pressures of time v;.ere 
r^vident for all teachers in the" field- testing schools. 

A caseload of 40'. children Ovhich was the expected ratio 
for each teacher) requires that an average o^f eight chil- 
dren be/ soon each hour in a five-hour school day. • It is 
unrealistic to expect a resource teacher to individuali?:e 
instruction for forty children , maintain records, attend 
toam. meetings and consult v/ith regular classroom teachers, 
parents and ancillary personnel , Demands ' on teacher time 
are likely to increase v/ith the requirements of PL 94-14 2. 

4 . ' "•Re.soiircG teachors typically have a standard inventory 
of methods .iind materials used in instructing handicapped 
children. A manual of procedu.res for resource programs 
should be desianed to ..enable each teacher to code this, 
inventory in order to- siitiplify record keeping and to 
■Utilize computer programming .~ It^ is recommended that an 
attempt be made to standardize procedixres, but that no 
attempt should be made to standardize teaohers. 



E-'aluation of Process Model, ' - 

The propos<f.d process model was evaluated in six areas : 
1) validity,. 2) reliability, 3) usability, 4) objectivity, 
5) discrimination.' and 6) comprehensiveness. Revisions 
of the model were made as needed to meet these criteria 
for a good measuremr^nt instrument. 

Validit y 

The basic question to be answered with regard to validity 
asks, "Does the process model really measure what it is 
designed to measure?" The process model was .very sensitive 
to quantitative data. The number- of cases reviewed and 
the number of cases meeting the requirements of PL 94-142 
could be readily converted to percentages on the tabula- 
tion forra for record review. However, the cjualitative 
aspects such .as attitude toward the program on the part 
of the child, regular classroom teacher , parents and 
ancillary personnel and the effectiveness of the teach- 
ing staff were not so readily determined. The question- 
naix-es* in terviev/vgui.des and observation report forms 
were adderi in order to increase the validity of the model. . 



v;xLh reqiXL'd to reali.- 
iv. t .1 i.>r\r measure coasi stently 
. -.i ^' ' " Tno t^s^o researchers 
r.-. ' review both individ- 

\-\. .n , time and at different 
■ ■■ consistency was. found 
s'::i:v'^ V'-^-^^^'^-tiures were riQted 
-M J i .1" i.."t. y . . . ■ \ ' 

r in-! : ivjnod to- be. held by 
■:\.'.'iV\*l t.ho evaluating agency" 
I. V i t: :^i\o\.i] 1 structure the 

so. i.'iat consistent steps are 
^•■■•^':ido during the staff 
\r:f-ji:n\cx{\i(jn will 'be obtained/ 
! I :,\ r. w ! =: n n e r . ' If possible, the 
r r; r should be conducted 

. ;.:oi:MNurisQn of data 

■ : ;.he final report is' 

i : ii Li \< u J ckly review one or 
' i -.vh i I::* ren in a . resource pro^ 
f>o:-> of in:":ormation are found 
o Vvcords are organized before, 
i 'V.: ; . . 7- copy of the t a bu 1 a t i o n 
iil'i be used to indicate the 
iLc^i'i. This v/ould 'also expedite 
h \ e l 1 m i XI a t i n g decisions 

■ s';;ivr::je of information in the 



1 'ivici^i reg^vrd tO' usability asks, 
.) *: \\K':anL> o f determining the 
piograms?" One answer to this 
in . nature . Resource teachers 
cr.i I Iviren has become secondary 

nty has also existed among 
t'o rhe- exact records which 
• ur-: ' i. ^ v; ■ funding ^ ... 

i-r i;..odei are to unify account- 
; c'li i irlren with learning prob- 
■ . ('I k o p i n g . T h e p r o c ed u r e of 
i' r 6 .f n b u t rath e r s }'i o u 1 d 
(1 cli ildren . 
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. Fo.rn-,s 'jseri by ctvaluators v/r;r.r: modified and adapted as a 
resul-t of the field testing. The researchers wrote in 
cWtes^ of roferrals ^nd rel.rasps and team meetings, the 
exact t-.ests and tc-^aching iUaLerials used, and the ancillary 
personne.1 involved. It \%'as evident that decisions made 
ir^te-^r on the basis of these data could have been, made by 
L.'io ovaluator at the time of the record review. For 
e::ar!ij;Ie, the signed and 'datc^ci release for testing was 
either thr-r*^ or" not there; the" .time interval between 
rof.-^rral and toara action was either less than a month, 
lonqor t.hnn a month or not rmh' cated , By using chis' 
■procedure an evaluator. should be able to process forty 
rpro.ivis in tv/o hours. If a larger number of records is 
invol vod^ the^^sampling procedure should be used, Sampl- 
in.; slioiild alsd.be used with the ques tionjiaires and 
interyiev/s in order • to accomplish the evaluation within 
a ?:eaconablo periVd of time, 

- oh. iec t i ^■^ f - . • .... . . ' "• 



Tho question to . be answered with regard to objectivity «. ' 
asks, "Can evaluators control the subjective impressions\ . 
of" a resource program based oft prior knowledge of person-- 
nc^l and procedures or contact with parents in order that 
an objective evaluation may be made?" The researchers 
discussed this topic among the personneil in the field 
testing schools and also compared their subjective feel- 
ings about the resource programs. The merit of a. directed 
obc^ervation .form and the suggested questionnaire and 
interview cfuide "was evident;.- .Just being in the resource 
roori during the recor^^ review .was an enlightening experi- 
ence arid created imprcis^ions as to the* quality of .the 
prograra. Mc^ny of these impressions were clarified by the 
discussion with resource personnel prior to reviewing the 
records. . For example, several of the students in the 
junior high school resource program were living in resi- 
dent ial placements because of severe behavior problem^. 
The discipline techniques were seen in a different contiext 
fo.r these students when compared with other ^.students in 
the program. 0 Some of the residential placement ^^atudents 
were suspended, or othe.rwise unavailable f or ^ f ollow-iip- 
test ing , • • • ..... " ■ 

Use of the directed observation form and the interview 
guide and cruost ionnaires should control for objectivity . 

JZ i^y reoomn-^ended tha . personal data information on 
resource te^iachers and ancillary personnel not be obtained 
prior to the staff preparation meeting in order that 
su}>ye.(:tivc -.-xoectations on the part of the evaluators 
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J'.nasni-'ch a?; -T eaching crederit-ials needed 
i: rO'jrafns Vcir\ a t.iy as well as the train- 
>:ir-nrf: leiidin.:; C'.vrti f ication for the various 
ij.lar; :::t--rsoiirio] , ^.h^^s^e fc:ctors should be considered 
y .."i ' :• f'^u: e^';iluat: j.pn has i:?een completed. If defi- 

t::-:: I- f foe ti venc:^ of the resource program are 
ri->r..^i r-r-r-^'ara uion and crcjdenr i als of staff should be 

-vv-ra rhat time. The staff preparation meeting 
sho^-.l :t a i :-";o /.vfovide a structure for evaluation procedures 
r/ibi oct: j.ve t:vi-'^^once rather than subiective bias." 



Ti.o ■'■■.b -V'.^ii t. bc: :ii::;v.ered relative to discrimination 
.'a>k..., " ; ' '-^ .. i-o.. tj:,,s. xiio.rel. 'identify children by proper 
v • .^r . ' . va}i orr:i.ne 1 iie provisions of individual 

j;'";'- . : should exist in an effective resource 

I- 'r' ■■■ i i ■ c: H d J. c: cl P pCvd ? " . ■ 



: - '/ai source.s or: data to be utilized in answer- 

,^o.■fion. In the record review the evaluator 
d \ '-k c he basis for the • referral , the screening 
^m: . ind trie .lnp\-it of ancillary personnel leading 

:^P ! t:eaia ineetincf. The .minutes or record of ^he 

t; . * : i i no should reveal the classif ication of the child 

' i : ni:uj d isab led , enot ioha lly handicapped, mentally 
; ^' - coiririianicat i ve or language disordered or motor 

.j:.r- d. In the field testing it was easy to determine 
v;h-':i:-:.' > - 1: ;': t thel^io procedi.ires diad been followed. The 
i.^.:} i.niishli.: of diagnostic and "teaching processes', goals 
and ob i-;jv:t ). ves and validation of progress to area of .handi- 
ca;: v;.:^ :V)f evident froin the records. For example , chil- 
dr-'n ci issi. fied as emotionally handicapped in many cases 
roceivel the sam*- treatment, according to the records, as. 
children- wlio werci learning disabled. The same tests were 
• a::d I'^c s ape "t each i no methods and materials were 

uiti 1 i ::-rd r oca rd less of classification for funding purpos'fes. 

T»iO r ^ S'ja rchcM's ai*e av/aro that adaptations were made for 
i.firl i . j lu al ^ d.i.:;fer-ences' in»''the resource rooms involved in . . 
tb'j r i . ' bd ro-stiag. This v^as evident from observation of 
irit -'rra^-:*-. I on botv/o^jn students and teachers. However, docu- 
meri ta-*- i r)r -^^ i nd ^ d\ial Izod programs was lacking in a 
or it'- d' [ 'le ca^^rs. The process .model was sensitive 
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ac:k of documentation ; however , the 

/.:vOco;3-i::"t:-- would be essential to determine 

n a i\ !"CF>-"^ncy exists between 'practi ce and 
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C C' orp \: e.hons.yy e ii n s s 

The qiit-'Stion to be answor^.v;! in regard to comprehensiveness 
asks, ''Docs the propfss I'Va^K^. cover all important areas 
to be included in rnaki.ng a "decision as to the effective- 
neKs of the resource program?" It was obvious as the 
^^'^Id testing progressed tnat the model needed to be 
(r<r)anded to include input from many sources. The pro- 
cedures utilized should include: ij the record revievi , 
2) reports from ancillary personnel, 3 ) quesionnaires 
conpleted by parents, 4) qrestionnaires completed by 
classroom teachers, 5) i nterviews with children in the 
proqram, and 6 ) oh.^erva hions of resource room in'ter- 
actions. When data from alJ. sources are compiled to 
apswer the basic questions in writing the final report,- 
the question of ecninrrhens iveness should be satisfactor- 
il y ansv/ered . ' ' 
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ERIC 



PARENT QUESTIQNNAIRE 



Child's Name School 



Address Date 



\y^^^'\Je in the School District are asking a selected 

^^ijiuinber of parents to respond to this brief questionnaire. It will \ 
Iftelp us in evaluating the present, effectiveness of our special pror^ 
grams and give us suggestions which might be used to further strengthen 
our assistance to children. Please fill out the questions tonight and- 
return the form in the enclosed self -addressed envelope. 

Thank you. 



1. Is your child now having, or has he had in the last two years, some 
. difficulties in school? Yes No^ • If the answer is yes, 

please respond to the rest of the questionnaire. 

2, Who from the school informed you that your child had difficulties? 



3y Who from the school helped you understand the nature of the dif- . 
ficulties? (Please give name and/or title of the person or persons. 



A. . Viliich people in the school do you talk with? How often? 



5. Were you notified that ydiir ^child would, receive individual test- 
ing? ■ - ■ 

6. Were test results discussed with you? If yes, by whom? 



7. Were special programs for your child discussed with you?_ 
If yes,;#y whom? ^_ . ^ / ■ , 



49 



Please check the appropriate line concerning a planning conference 
about your child. 

I was not asked to be involved in a planning conference 

about my child and I wasn't informed of the school's 
plans to help my child. 

. ^- ^ dicl not attend' a planning conference about my child but 

I was told what the school's plans were to help ray child. 

^' I participated in a planning conference about ways of 

helping my child. (Ifljthis line is checked, please in- 
dicate who attended the conf erence,,) 

Please indicate with a check the feelings of your child about the 
special help he is receiving at school, 

a. He likes school very much somewhat^ not much 



b. He feels he is doing very well satisfactorily poorly_o 

c. He likes the people who work with him -very much_ somewhat 

not much . 



d. He feels isolated and/cr looked down on ^y his'^ friends . Not 
all somewhat very much . 



If you had your preference, you would like to see your child: 
(check one) ■ 

a. In the regular classroom getting the regular program. 

21 ^b. In the regular classroom getting special assistance. 

^ c. In the regular classroom some of the time but with periods 

where he would leave to get special help from a resource 
program (special materials, testing, counseling etc .) . 

Wliat changes have you noticed in your child's behavior since he 
has received special assistance? 



As a summary of your feelings about the school, indicate the " 
degree of your satisfaction on the following check list: 
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a. The -analysis the. school made about your child's .difficulties. 

Very satisfied . Generally satisfied : Only ^ftly , 

satisfied . Not at all satisfied . 

b. The special assistance the school has given you and your ^ 
child . ^'"^ 

Very satisfied . Generally satisfied Only partly 

satisfied . Not; at all ^.atisfied . 

c. The two-way coimnunication between you and the school people. 

Veryxsatisf ied Generally satisfied; , Only partly 

.satisfied , Not at all satisfied . 

d. ' The academic progress of your child.- 

Very satisfied . Generally satisfied . Only partly 

satisfied . Not at all satisfied . 

e. '"'he emotional adjustment of your child. 

v'ery satisfied . Generally satisfied . Only partly 

satisfied . Not at all satisfied 

13. WTiat do you and your child' like most about the resource program? 



14. What do you and your child like least about the resource program? 
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;.•^;^S1^•nOM TEACIiiiR QUESTIONNAIRE 



■ / ■ ■ 

Nar.'ie Tea».:'^* c r Date 



Nnrno of TMJd^ / School 



Dv:t YiMi r-fe/: tiiis chi..d for resource -rogram help?____ If 

yt-:j, wer.: ;:^y.i saiisf ieJ with the results of your . referral? 

n no; i>ov Mild the ref erraJ have been improved? ' 

If yoti di^J / liot: ref or the child for resource help, hoy did the 

c ill. Id gvVu into"r:Tti resource program? 

^r:i,^vc yo!i ponsiiUed ahuui: the child's needs and/or placement? 

' ' ^ 

■ - - , - ■ . . . ■ . - .• 

'jdvc! ..p^.j h^>-:i> ir.vc , rcM?-^^LR* a t eam meeting regarding this child 
or any oih :)^ ,|ri j.:-^ uho. resource program this school year?_ 
■it. ye.?/, v.iss it wor.rhwhile experience? If not, how could 

, !: h i: i : X V' r i e ; 1 1.: e f • ^ : i nip roved? 

r.ave the results of testing this child beefl discussed with you? 

.„! If yes/ was the information helpful to you?_^^ If not, 

h ow^ coi;i Id the pro.cedure be im^. roved? 

Has the resource teacher planned the child's program with you? 

..1 , M yes, have you been able to follow through with the 

. j^-^-^-"^ V rioc, how could the plan' have been improved? 

Has thc^ child shown improvement since being in the resource 

^program? ^ If yes, in what way(s)? ^ ■ 

.._ ^. ^ _^ . . 

If hot. what do you think is the problem? 

I'mat are the strengths of the resource program? 



iv^tiat^arc ymir sugges4:ionB for improving the resource program in 

voor ,sci'0.-jl\ and district? 



P 1 e«j er) e r e I'li rn „ c cJiup 1 1; :l q t.i e s c i. o n n a i r e 'to 



ANCILLARY SERVICES QUESTIONNAIRE 



Name of person completing questionnaire 
Position with district 



Name^of child / • Date 

1. "Wliy was, the child referred to you? ' 

2. Describe the child's problems as you see them. 

'3". -How many times and how often have yoix seen the child? 

4. Specifically., what objectives did you have for meeting with 
this child? ^ / 

5. Describe the child's performance as ^ you have met with the child; 

6. Specificall y , I what methods and materials did you use with the 

child? , ■ ■ 

7. Have you documented the child's performance? How and where? 

^ 8. Have you accomplished the objectives stated in question //4? 

If not, what are your plans for the future? / 

9. Have ypi met with. other family members? If yes, wha't was 

the .purpose of' your meeting? I 

i 

How many t:imes and how often have you met with family meinbers? 
Did you meet at, t.he homo, iichool, or where? . ; 

10. Have you accomplished your purpose in meeting with family 
membets? If not, what are your plans for the future? 

11. Have you. met with other school personnel re^rarding this child? 

If yes, what was the purpose of the mooting? 

' ' .,With whom have you met? ^ 

How many times, how oftlen and where have you met? 

12. Have you accomplished your purpose in meeting with other school 

.personnel re^rding this child?_^ ^ If not, what are your plans 

for the fijturfe? . - 



13. Comments on. the : strengths arid needs of the school rejsource 
program in which this child is enrolled. 

Return completed questionnaire to ; . . ■ • - 



fU:;S(M.n<CE TEACm-K (liJKSrtONNAIRE 

; ])cite__ 

^ District 



Please, coip.f.l, 'I o the iollowiiig questions with regard to your resource 
program.- , / 

1. Uow do you hanaii!' each of the toHowing' procedures with regard 
lo nuiy be a potential or an. a^ctlve member of your 

. ■ ''\t' \ c:^i^yi^[y uo",i [jareiits . 
<• . Sv. rt.'.on in^^ 

d . moe t i ng " • ' 

i -i. uvf.il.s or skills to be clt^ve loped ■ . 

i';- Si ra teenies of instruction 
. ' M. Vro.tirv^^ss reporting 

2,. v;irat reccivl.: Jo you keep on the children in your program? 

3. K'^hat differences, if any, are there' among procedures for Mentally 

Ketarded, Learning Disabled, Emotionally Handicapped, Communication 
Disordered, Motor Handicapped and any other types of handicap 

which you serve in your program? - ■ 

41 What: cerpif ication(s) do you hold? 

■■ / ■■. ■ . • /. 

What courses have you taken, to prepare for the position of 
resource teacher? 

How long have you taught? In the resource program? - 



\'J]\at do you see as the strengths of the resource program in 

your school? 

Tn your district? 

IrTndt sug^estions do you have for improving the resource program 

in your school? 

In yoiii-'" district? .. ' ^ ^ . . 

iN^iac luformaLion would you like to be certain that the evaluator 
considers in determining the effectiveness of your resource program? 
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CHILD INTERVIEW GUIDE 



Name of Child 



Date 



Classroom Tt^acher - 



Resource Teacher 



Name of Interviewer 



School 



Describe setting; for interview (regular classroom, resource room, 
office, hall) and how the child was chosen for the interview. 

1. Tell me what you do in school each day. (Review from^time child 
comes in morning until he goes home in afternoon.) 

2. l^That is the best thiiig yoii do each day, in school? , What do you 
like least? 



3 . Toil moi dbcait your teachers,. (If a child ..does not mention. 

resource tit^acher, prompt him by asking if he does some things 
wj r h [ name ] . )■ 

4. How do you feel about the things you do with ( resource teacher ) ? 

" i 

5. Are y^^s. learning new things or does he/she help you with what 
you are doing wfth your other teacher (s)? 

6. Are you able to do the work in the classroom better after you 
have worked with ( r esource teacher )? If yes, what can you 

do better? 

7. Does your classroom teacher help- you with work that is hard? 



If yes, how? 



8. 



How do you feel about school? 



9. 



Could school be made better for you? 



If yes, in what 



way (s) 



Comments: 



Return completed interview form to 
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OBSERVATION .'RECORD 



Ohservrf^r Date 



rrnp,r;^m Oh.s»^rvr^rl: Setting: 

nifit-virt Teacher with children 



School 
Teacher 



(number) 
Team Meeting . 



Parent Conference^ 
Other 



D^^srribe other relevant factors, such as time of day, category of. 
handicap of children involved, activity underway, materials in use, 

of: her ad u Its present. 



1- T'Ke S Uuct ure Yes No 

a. Did (child) (parent) (team) appear to know 

what was expected? ^ 

b. Was preparation for the activit 5^ evident? 

c. Was inappropriate behavior dealt with effectively? 

d. Were the participants interested and involved?- • 

e. Was the activity productive (did learning take 

place, did participants experience satisfaction)? . 



2. The Teacher 

a. Was the teacher enthusiastic? 

b. Was the relationship between the teacher and 
others (child, parent, team) conducive to the 
task at hand? 

c. Did the teacher seem to enjoy what was going oit? 

d. Was the teacher's energy level adequate? 

3. . T he Child 

. . a. Were the methods and materials used suitable for 
the child's primary handicap (academic or percep- 
tual-motor for LD, social-emotional for EH, etc.)-_ 

b. Was the child involved in evaluating his progress?^ 

c. Did the child benefit from the instruction 
received? . ■ ,. ' ' ^ 

d. . Did the child seem to be comfortable in the 

resource setting? 

e. Did . the child receive individualized emphasis 
as n^rell as group involvement? 

Completed Observation Report to be returned to . 



TABULATION OF DATA 
FROM REVIEW OF RECORDS 

Program Being Evaluated: ^^S^ : 

Child^ Name of Evaluato r 

School I Number of Cases Reviewed : 

District ^ 

Other LD Em EH CD MH 



Records Meeting Requirement 
Referral LD EH CD EMR m 



Documented 






1 






♦Source Indicated 












Classroom Teacher Involved 




- 








Form Properly Completed 












Reason Indicated 












Proper Steps. Followed 












Prompt Action 












Releases 

-Properly Completed 












Appropriate Language „ 












Covered All Actions 












Evaluation 












Confidential Information 












Placement 












Completed Prior to Action 












' Parents Notified of Action 












Placement Indicated 












Screening 

Ancillary Personnel Involved 












Reports Complete 












Related to Referral - Reason 












Comnionallties Considered 












Team Meeting 

Documented in Child's Case 












Input to Justify .^laceiuent 












Catef^oiy Indicated 












Eligibility Standards M-it 












Leas^ Restrictive Placement 












Parents Involved 












Child Involved When Possible 












Diagnosis 

Sufficient and Relevant 












Appropriate ^o Child's Culture 












Strengths and Needs Indicated 












Educationally Relevant ^ 
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TABULATION OF DATA 
FROM REVIEW OF RECORDS 
Page 2 



Goals or Skills to be Developed 


LD 


EH 


CD 


EMR - 


MH 


LonR-Range Indicated 












ShortrRange Indicated 












Related to Handicap (Primary) 












Related to Handicap (Secondary) 












Related to Classroom Needs 












Specific Behavior Indicated 












Level of Performance 












Conditions of Learning 












Dates for Goal Selection 












Anticipated Dates of Mastery 












Team Involvement 












Strategics 

Individualized Plan - 












Methods Related to Handicap 












Materials Related to Handicap 












Provision for Transfer 












Progress. 

Documented Procedure 












Reports to Parents 












Reports to Classroom Teacher 












Reports to Child 












Attendance Records Complete 












Future Plans Indicated 












Refenral to Ancillary Personnel 













Comments: 



Percentages Computed: 

LD_ _ . EH .. ™^ 
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TABULATION OF. DATA FROM 
QUESTIONNAIRES AND INTERVIEWS 



Source 
of ^ 
Data 


Team 
XnvoLvement 


Individualized 
'Progranunlng 


Attitude Toward 
ProRram 


ImproveiDQnt ,.qf 
Chili 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


No 


. Posi- 
tive 


Nega- 
tlve 


Resource 
Program 


\ 

\ 

Home 


Class- 
room 


Parent 
Questionnaires 
















\ 

[ 
'\ 


\ ■ 


TOTAL- . 


















\ 


Classroom 
Teaoher 
Questionnaires 


















\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 


TOTAL 




















• Ancillary 
Personnel 
Questionnaires 




















TOTAL 




















Child 1 
. Interview j 
Guideo 

N= 




















TOTAL 





















*N is the number of Instruments used In tabulation 
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